One of the enduring questions of political science has been that of legitimation, of what gives a regime authority, or the right to rule in the eyes of its subjects. Most discussions of this question begin from Max Weber and his three ideal types -traditional, legal-rational and charismatic 1 -but they often go beyond this typology and generate other categories of legitimation; procedural, electoral, nationalist, theocratic, and social eudaemonic are some of the modes of legitimation that scholars have at times identified when discussing communist systems.
However it is important to recognize that goal-rationality was only one aspect of the broader regime legitimation programme. During the 1930s this aspect of the programme was particularly prominent -the claimed achievement of socialism embodied in the adoption of the new Constitution in 1936 was central here -but other principles of legitimation were also reflected in different aspects of Soviet life: charismatic in the cult of the leader, legal-rational in the new Constitution, procedural and electoral in the heightened focus on elections and democracy, and nationalist in the growing profile given to Russia and the Russians in the regime's imagery. There was also evidence of an appeal to social eudaemonic legitimation through the emphasis on increased production of consumer goods and of an improved life under socialism. It is not clear that these principles of legitimation can sit easily together; for example, the legal-rational and charismatic are basically in conflict. 4 There may also be tension between goal-rational and social eudaemonic legitimation, in the sense that the former emphasizes the achievement of a transcendent, usually longer-term goal, while the latter focuses on the provision of goods and services to the population, which is usually a short-to medium-term aim.
5 Over time, the importance of the different principles of legitimation in the programme will change, and this will be reflected in various aspects of the regime's activity. This chapter will show how one particular aspect of the regime's legitimation programme, the relationship of goal-rational to social eudaemonic principles, is reflected in the regime's policies of urban development in Moscow.
A central aspect of the programme of building communism, which was the transcendental goal, was the reshaping of the urban infrastructure of the country, especially Moscow, the 'socialist capital of the proletarian state' since its move from Petrograd in 1918.
6 Given that socialism was to be achieved in Russia, albeit prior to the announcement of its achievement in 1936 only with the help of the advanced proletariat of the West, to the Bolsheviks it was only natural that Moscow should be transformed from a centre of tsarist power and a product of 'barbarous Russian capitalism' into an advanced socialist city.
7
Throughout the life of the regime, Moscow was transformed, in large part through direct, planned changes implemented by the regime. The changing nature of the regime's programme of urban reconstruction over time not only helps to explain the way the city changed, but it also reflects the shifting shape of the regime's legitimation programme.
